
FEE 2 2 2006 

James Kellcr 

2092 SW Aaron Lane, Port St. Lucie, FL 34953 

November 2, 2005 9:48 PM 

Representative Mark Foley 
US. House of Representatives 
104 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Foley: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, Senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Keller 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Nancy Mandeville 
4622 Springfield Ln SE , Lacey, WA 98503 

November 2,2005 9 4 7  PM 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
U S  Senate 
7 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my senice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Mandeville 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November2,2005 6:15 PM 

Senator John Kerry 
U.S. Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Landolfi 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Marjorie Feaster 

H C  7 5  BOX 71 , New Creek. WV 26743 

November 2,2005 1 2 2  PM 

Srnator John Rockefeller 
us. Senat,. 
531 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhjetr: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Rockefeller: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position i.o change the Universal 
h v i c c  Fund (USF) cullect.ion method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituent.s, including me, my friends, 
famil? and neighhors, will he negai.ively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

-4s you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited re~ources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to  unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. A s  a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to.a nymbers taxed, my service will cost 
I I~OTP.  Arid according to the Coalition'h'reeelit meeting& iuith'top hk 6fficials. the PCC haiplans to  change to a flat 
fer system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect t.hose in your constituency. 

. ,  . . ~  . .  I , .,.,..' * ? ,. ,,, .' 

Thank you for your contmued work and 1 look forward to hearing ahout your positmi on this matter. 

Sincerely; 

Marjorie Feasier 

cc.: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 5:19 PM 

Representative Tim Murphy 
U.S. House of Representatives 
322 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Murphy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lois Schroth 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Mark Schmidt 
1211 Red Horn rd. ,St. Ignatius, MT 59865 

Senator Conrad Burns 
US. Senote 
187 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on vers( 

November 2, 2005 8:36 PM 

Service CC bocket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burns: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federol Communicotions Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f lat fee. Mony of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family ond neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, poys the same amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing SO. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high valume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have o highly detriment01 effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to dote information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  '"pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reolity is that they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tox could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thonk you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Schmidt 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



FEB 2 2 2006 

- MAILROOM 
Leeann Spadafora 

8 Smock Street ,Neptune city, NJ 07753-6743 

November 2, 2005 11:12 A M  

Senator Jon Corzine 
US. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited r e ~ u r c e s  wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users. senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their  customer^, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Leeann Spadafora 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


